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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[40  CFR  Part  432] 

[PRL-264-3] 

MEAT  PRODUCTS  POINT  SOURCE 

CATEGORY 

Standards  of  Performance  Applicable  to 
New  Sources  for  the  Small  Processor 
Sut>category 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  effluent 
limitations  and  guidelines  for  existing 
sources  and  standards  of  performance 
and  pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources  set  forth  in  tentative  form  below 
are  proposed  by  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  (EPA) .  On  February  28, 
1974,  EPA  promulgated  a  regulation 
adding  Part  432  to  Chapter  40  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (39  FR 
7894).  That  regulation  established  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  and  guidelines  for  exist¬ 
ing  sources  and  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  and  pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources  for  the  meat  products  point 
source  category.  The  regulation  proposed 
below  will  amend  40  CFR  Part  432 — 
meat  products  point  source  category  by 
adding  thereto  the  small  processor  sub¬ 
category  (Subpart  E) ,  meat  cutter  sub¬ 
category  (Subpart  F) ,  sausage  and 
luncheon  meat  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  G) ,  ham  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  H),  canned  meats  processor 
subcategory  (Subpart  I) ,  and  the 
renderer  subcategory  (Subpart  J)  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  301,  304  (b)  and  (c), 
306(b)  and  307(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act  as  amended  33 
U.S.C.  1251,  1311,  1314  (b)  and  (c),  1316 
(b)  and  1317(c):  86  Stat.  816  et  seq.; 
Pub.  L.  92-500)  (the  Act) . 

(a)  Legal  authority. 

(1)  Existing  point  sources. 

Section  301(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
achievement  by  not  later  than  July  1, 
1977,  of  effluent  limitation.s  for  point 
sources,  other  than  publicly  owned 
treatment  works,  which  require  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  as  de¬ 
fined  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to 
section  304(b)  of  the  Act.  Section  301(b) 
also  requires  the  achievement  by  not 
later  than  July  1, 1983,  of  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  for  point  sources,  other  than  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works,  which  re¬ 
quire  the  application  of  best  available 
technology  economically  achievable 
which  will  result  in  reasonable  further 
progress  toward  the  national  goal  of 
eliminating  the  discharge  of  all  pollut¬ 
ants,  as  determined  in  accordance  with 
regulations  issued  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  section  304(b)  to  the  Act. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  publish  regulations 
providing  guidelines  for  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  setting  forth  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  through  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  and  the 
degree  of  effluent  reduction  attainable 
through  the  application  of  the  best  con¬ 
trol  measures  and  practices  achievable 
including  treatment  techniques,  process 


and  procedure  innovations,  operating 
methods  and  other  alternatives.  The 
regulation  proposed  herein  sets  forth 
effluent  limitations  and  guidelines,  pur¬ 
suant  to  sections  301  and  304(b)  of  the 
Act,  for  the  small  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  E),  meat  cutter  subcategory 
(Subpart  F) ,  sausage  and  luncheon  meat 
processor  subcategory  (Subpart  G) ,  ham 
processor  subcategory  (Subpart  H), 
canned  meats  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  I),  and  the  renderer  subcate¬ 
gory  (Subpart  J)  of  the  meat  products 
point  source  category. 

(2)  New  sources. 

Section  306  of  the  Act  requires  the 
achievement  by  new  sources  of  a  Federal 
standard  of  performance  providing  for 
the  control  of  the  discharge  of  pollutants 
which  reflects  the  greatest  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  which  the  Administra¬ 
tor  determines  to  be  achievable  through 
application  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants. 

Section  306(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  Administrator  to  propose  regu¬ 
lations  establishing  Federal  standards  of 
performance  for  categories  of  new 
sources  included  in  a  list  published  piu*- 
suant  to  section  306(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Act.  The  Administrator  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  January  16, 1973  (38 
FR  1624)  a  list  of  27  source  categories, 
including  the  meat  products  category. 
The  regulations  proposed  herein  set  forth 
the  standards  of  performance  applicable 
to  new  sources  for  the  small  processor 
subcategory  (Subpart  E),  meat  cutter 
subcategory  (Subpart  F),  sausage  and 
Ivmcheon  meat  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  G) ,  ham  processor  subcategory 
(Subpart  H),  canned  meats  processor 
subcategory  (Subpart  I),  and  the  ren¬ 
derer  subcategory  (Subpart  J)  of  the 
meat  products  point  soiurce  category. 

Section  307(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  promulgate  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  at  the 
same  time  that  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  for  new  sources  are  promulgated 
pursuant  to  section  306.  Sections  432.56, 
432.66,  432.76,  432.86,  432.96  and  432.106, 
proposed  below,  provide  pretreatment 
standards  for  new  sources  within  the 
small  processor  subcategory  (Subpart  E) , 
meat  cutter  subcategory  (Subpart  F), 
sausage  and  luncheon  meat  processor 
subcategory  (Subpart  G) ,  ham  processor 
subcategory  (Subpart  H) ,  canned  meats 
processor  subcategory  (Subpart  I),  and 
the  renderer  subcategory  (Subpart  J)  of 
the  meat  products  point  source  category. 

Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  issue  to  the  States  and 
appropriate  water  pollution  control 
agencies  information  on  the  processes, 
procedures  or  operating  methods  which 
result  in  the  elimination  or  reduction  of 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  to  implement 
standards  of  performance  under  section 
306  of  the  Act.  The  reports  or  “Develop¬ 
ment  Doctunents”  referred  to  below  pro¬ 
vide,  pursuant  to  section  304(c)  of  the 
Act,  information  on  such  processes,  pro¬ 
cedures  or  operating  methods. 


(b)  Summary  and  Basis  of  Proposed 
Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  for  Exist¬ 
ing  Sources  and  Standards  of  Perform¬ 
ance  and  Pretreatment  Standards  for 
New  Sources. 

(1)  General  methodology. 

The  effluent  limitations,  guidelines  and 
standards  of  performance  proposed  here¬ 
in  were  developed  in  the  following  man¬ 
ner.  The  point  source  category  was  first 
studied  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  separate  limitations  and  stand¬ 
ards  are  appropriate  for  different  seg¬ 
ments  within  the  category.  This  analysis 
included  a  determination  of  whether  dif¬ 
ferences  in  raw  material  used,  product 
produced,  manufactiuing  process  em¬ 
ployed,  age,  size,  waste  water  constitu¬ 
ents  and  other  factors  require  develop¬ 
ment  of  separate  limitations  and  stand¬ 
ards  for  different  segments  of  the  point 
source  category.  The  raw  waste  charac¬ 
teristics  for  each  such  segment  were  then 
identified.  This  Included  an  analysis  of 
the  soiuce,  flow  and  volume  of  water  used 
In  the  process  employed,  the  sources  of 
waste  and  wsiste  waters  in  the  operation 
and  the  constituents  of  all  waste  water. 
The  constituents  of  the  waste  waters 
which  should  be  subject  to  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  and  standards  of  performance  were 
identified. 

The  control  and  treatment  technolo¬ 
gies  existing  within  each  segment  were 
Identified.  This  included  an  identifica¬ 
tion  of  each  distinct  control  and  treat¬ 
ment  technology,  including  both  in-plant 
and  end-of-process  technologies,  which 
are  existent  or  capable  of  being  designed 
for  each  segment.  It  also  included  an 
Identification  of,  in  terms  of  the  amount 
of  constituents  and  the  chemical,  physi¬ 
cal,  and  biological  characteristics  of  pol¬ 
lutants,  the  effluent  level  resulting  from 
the  application  of  each  of  the  technol¬ 
ogies.  The  problems,  limitations  and  re¬ 
liability  of  each  treatment  and  control 
technology  were  also  identified.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  non-water  quality  environmen¬ 
tal  impact,  such  as  the  effects  of  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  such  technologies  upon  other 
pollution  problems,  including  air,  solid 
waste,  noise  and  radiation  were  identi¬ 
fied,  The  energy  requirements  of  each 
control  and  treatment  technology  were 
determined  as  well  as  the  cost  of  the 
application  of  such  technologies. 

The  Information,  as  outlined  above, 
was  then  evaluated  in  order  to  determine 
what  levels  of  technology  constitute  the 
“best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available,”  “best  available 
technology  economically  achievable’’  and 
the  “best  available  demonstrated  con¬ 
trol  technology,  processes,  operating 
methods,  or  other  alternatives.”  In  iden¬ 
tifying  such  technologies,  various  factors 
were  considered.  These  included  the  total 
cost  of  application  of  technology  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  effluent  reduction  benefits 
to  be  achieved  from  such  application, 
the  age  of  equipment  and  facilities  in¬ 
volved,  the  process  employed,  the  engi¬ 
neering  aspects  of  the  application  of 
various  types  of  control  techniques,  pro¬ 
cess  changes,  non- water  quality  environ¬ 
mental  impact  (including  energy  require¬ 
ments)  and  other  factors. 
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The  data  upon  which  the  above  analy-  ysls  of  the  poultry  slaughtering  and  evis-  oxygen  demand,  suspended  solids,  on  and 
sis  was  performed  included  EPA  permit  cerating  (dressing)  segment  is  underway,  grease,  nutrients  and  collform  bacteria, 
applications,  EPA  sampling  and  Inspec-  which  wlU  also  Include  rendering  accom-  As  may  be  expected,  these  parameters 
tions,  consviltant  reports,  and  industry  pllshed  “on  site”  by  the  poultry  dressing  are  the  same  as  those  used  to  describe 
submissions.  or  processing  operatlcm.  slaughterhouse  and  packinghouse  wastes. 

The  pretreatment  standards  proposed  With  regard  to  the  factors  for  con-  Because  of  the  protein,  curing  and  bcme 
herein  are  Intended  to  be  complementary  sideratlon  in  deriving  subcategories,  the  substances  in  the  source  materials,  raw 
to  the  pretreatment  standards  proposed  various  meat  processing  plants  may  be  waste  waters  also  contain  various  forms 
for  AvifitiTig  sources  under  40  C7PR  Part  discretely  segmented  on  the  basis  of  dlf-  of  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  and  dis- 
128.  The  basis  for  such  standards  is  set  ferences  in  raw  waste  water  character-  solved  solids.  None  of  the  potentially 
for^  in  the  Federal  Register  of  July  19,  Istics  primarily  due  to  a  combination  of  harmful  pollutants  such  as  heavy  metals 
1973, 38  PR  19236.  The  provisions  of  Part  differences  in  finished  products,  manu-  are  present  in  the  raw  wastes  from  either 
128  are  equally  applicable  to  sources  facturing  processes  and  size  of  plant,  processors  or  renderers. 
which  would  constitute  “new  sources,”  Analyses  with  respect  to  the  factors  of  (ill)  Origin  of  waste  water  pollutants, 
under  section  306  if  they  were  to  dls-  raw  materials,  age,  and  location  of  Raw  waste  water  discharges  from  each 
charge  pollutants  directly  to  navigable  plants  provided  a  secondary  means  for  of  the  subcategories  contain  meat  and 
waters,  except  for  section  128.133.  That  substantiating  the  selected  subcate-  product  residues,  animal  fats,  and  other 
section  provldefi  a  pretreatment  stand-  gories.  Accordingly,  the  meat  processor  residues  normally  discharged  as  a  part 
ard  for  “Incompatible  pollutants”  which  segment  of  the  meat  products  industry  of  process  or  plant  cleanup.  Additional 
requires  application  of  the  “^st  prac-  was  subcategorized  as  follows:  (1)  Small  sources  of  raw  waste  specific  to  any 
ticable  control  technology  currently  processor  (Subpart  E),  (2)  meat  cutter  given  subcategory  may  Include  such 
available,”  subject  to  an  adjustment  for  (Subpart  F),  (3)  sausage  and  luncheon  discharges  as  pickling  solutions  (ham 
amounts  of  pollutants  removed  by  the  meat  processor  (Subpart  G),  (4)  ham  processors),  can  washing  (canned 
publicly  owned  treatment  works.  Since  processor  (Subpart  H).  and  canned  meats),  materials  receiving  drainage 
the  pretreatment  standards  proposed  meats  processor  (Subpart  I).  The  no-  (rendering)  or  other  characteristic 
herein  apply  to  new  sources,  sections  menclature  of  each  of  the  subcategories  process  discharge. 

432.56,  432.66,  432.76,  432.86,  432.96  and  is  reasonably  mutually  exclusive,  e.g.,  The  amount  of  residues  or  materials 
432.106  below  amend  section  128.133  to  small  processors  produce  up  to  2730  kilo-  discharged  is  primarily  a  functlcm  of 
specify  the  application  of  the  standard  grams  (6000  povmds)  of  any  of  a  number  production  process  (e.g.,  renderers  with 
of  performance  for  new  sources  rather  of  products  per  day  such  as  fresh  meat  continuous  coOker  systems  tend  to  use 
tha.n  the  “best  practicable”  standards  cuts,  sausage,  smoked  products,  Itmcheon  less  water  per  product  unit  than  those 
applicable  to  existing  sources  under  sec-  meats,  etc.  The  other  subcategories,  per-  with  batch  cookers)  and  in-plant  house- 
tions  301  and  304(b)  of  the  Act.  haps  termed  as  large  processors  with  keeping  practices  utilized  before  and 

(2)  Summary  of  conclusions  with  re-  more  than  2730  kg/day,  are  similarly  dls-  during  cleanup, 
spect  to  the  small  processor  subcategory  crete.  Meat  cutters  accomplish  boning  (iv)  Treatment  and  control  tech- 

(Sut^art  E) ,  meat  cutter  subcategory  and  cutting  (sometimes  called  fabrlcat-  nology.  Waste  water  treatment  and  con- 
(Subpart  F) ,  sausage  and  luncheon  meat  iu8)  of  whole,  half  or  partial  fresh  car-  trol  technologies  have  been  studied  for 
processor  subcategory  (Subpart  Q) ,  ham  casses  of  all  lypes  of  cattle,  sheep,  or  each  subcategory  of  the  Industry  to  de¬ 
processor  subcategory  (Subpart  H) ,  swine  into  steaks,  roasts,  and  other  fresh  termine  what  is  (a)  the  best  practicable 
canned  meats  processor  subcategory  meat  cuts.  Sausage  and  limcheon  meat  control  technology  currently  available, 
(Subpart  I) ,  and  the  renderer  subcat-  processors  produce  a  greater  variety  of  (b)  the  best  available  technology  eco- 
egory  (Subpart  J)  of  the  meat  products  products  which  may  Include  fresh  cuts  nomically  achievable,  and  (c)  tiie  best 
point  source  category.  but  primarily  consists  of  ground  and  available  demonstrated  control  tech- 

(i)  Categorization.  As  is  discussed  in  mixed  products,  smc^ed  products  such  as  nology,  processes,  operating  methods  or 
detail  in  Uie  Development  Documents  bacon,  frankfu^rs,  bologna  or  sausage,  other  alternatives, 
cited  below,  these  segments  of  the  meat  Ham  processors  may  produce  only  cured  Specific  technology  currently  being 

products  Industry  were  derived  following  hams,  but  usually  produce  a  substantial  utilized  by  plants  in  all  subcategories  in- 
analyses  of  a  number  of  factors.  Among  variety  of  products  such  as  fresh  meat  volves  materials  recovery  (usually  part 
these  factors  were  type  of  raw  material,  cuts,  limcheon  meats,  sausage,  bacon  and  of  in-process  primary  treatment  to  re¬ 
waste  characteristics,  final  product,  pro-  smoked  or  cured  hmns.  Canned  meats  cover  usable  by-product  grease  or 
duction  process,  and  age  and  siro  of  processor  plants  may  produce  canned  solids)  and  biological  treatment  and 
plants.  The  six  subcategories  discussed  meat  products  only,  but  usually  produce  control  concepts.  The  treatment  systems 
herein  as  a  group  represent  those  oper-  a  complete  line  of  products  such  as  range  from  simple  anaerobic-aerobic 
ations  which  process  meat  products  but  canned  meats,  stew,  bacon,  hams,  lunch-  lagoon  operations  through  an  array  of 
do  not  slaughter  animals  at  the  site.  Any  eon  meats,  sausage,  and  fresh  meat  cuts,  mechanically  aerated  modifications  to 
given  plant  will  thus  be  accomplishing  A  companion  analysis  of  rendering  the  simple  lagoons  Including  activated 
the  processing  or  rendering  of  meat  prod-  plants  (often  termed  as  “offsite”  or  “in-  sludge  with  extended  aeration  and  final 
ucts  or  by-products  in  a  maimer  identical  dependent”  renderers  with  respect  to  clarification.  This  range  of  technology 
or  similar  to  these  procedures  at  a  complete  separation  from  “on-site”  ac-  was  evaluated  and  all  concepts  were 
slaughterhouse  or  packinghouse  where  tlvltles  in  slaughterhouses  and  packing-  found  to  perform  to  achieve  very  high 
animals  are  slaughtered.  houses)  disclosed  a  single  discrete  cate-  quality  effluents.  In  addition  to  these 

In  spite  of  the  close  relationship  with  gory  for  all  sizes  and  types  of  rendering  biological  methods,  a  number  of  control 
production  procediures  encountered  in  operations.  Even  though  ranges  in  raw  concepts  resulting  in  no  discharge  of 
the  slaughterhouse  and  packinghouse  waste  water  characteristics  were  en-  pollutants  to  navigable  waters  are  in  con- 
operations,  the  meat  processing  plants  countered,  analyses  of  production  proc-  siderable  use.  Such  practice  appears  to 
and  the  rendering  plants  carry  out  proc-  ess  (batch  versus  continuous  cooker) ,  be  the  most  common,  if  not  the  only, 
esses  which  are  mutually  exclusive  from  size,  tsre  of  raw  material  and  other  fac-  concept  used  by  plants  in  the  sm^ 
each  other.  As  a  consequence,  each  is  tors  revealed  readily  discernible  siml-  processor  subcategbry.  In  these  in- 
discussed  in  a  separate  report  to  assure  larities  between  all  tsrpes  and  classes  of  stances,  very  low  rates  of  discharge  (6700 
that  adequate  details  are  presented  with  rendering  plants.  Hence,  in  view  of  the  liters  or  800  gallons  per  day  on  the 
regard  to  analyses  in  establishing  effluent  close  relationships  in  all  factors,  a  single  average)  make  a  system  such  as  a  sep- 
limltations,  standards  of  performance,  subcategory  for  renderers  was  derived,  tic  tank  with  drainfield,  or  a  holding 
and  pretreatment  standards.  Also  note  ^ii)  Waste  characteristics.  Regardless  basin,  a  technically  viable  option  at 
that  while  the  renderer  operation  de-  of  distinct  differences  in  source  as  dls-  rather  modest  investment.  Similarly,  a 
scribed  below  may  process  raw  materlids  cussed  below,  raw  waste  waters  from  all  wide  range  of  plant  sizes  and  types  in 
from  poultry  sources,  none  of  the  meat  subcategories  are  readily  amenable  to  the  renderer  subcategory  are  achieving 
processor  subcategories  Involve  poultiT  measurement  and  characterization  by  no  discharge  using  land  irrigation  of 
processing.  A  separate  and  distinct  anal-  the  pollutant  parameters  biochemical  treated  or  partially  stabilized  waste 
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water,  or  evaporation  basins.  Since  bio> 
logical  treatment  with  a  discharge  is  also 
practiced  by  a  nximbM*  of  rendering 
plants,  the  (dioice  M  “no  discharge” 
systems  appears  to  rest  immarily  on  the 
i^jparttit  high  feasibility  of  this  option 
for  many  plant  sites  (l.e..  land  availabil¬ 
ity.  cost,  local  pollution  control 
requirements) . 

Except  for  the  small  processor  sub¬ 
category  for  which  the  defined  tech¬ 
nology  will  result  in  no  discharge  of 
pollutants,  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  cxurently  available  (BPCTCA)  is 
the  biological  treatment  mode.  For  the 
various  subcategories  oS  meat  process¬ 
ing  plants  this  will  involve  anaerobic- 
aerobic  lagoons,  possibly  with  additional 
mechanical  aeration.  More  capital  inten¬ 
sive  systems  such  as  activated  sludge 
treatment  would  achieve  the  same  or 
better  performance,  and  would  thus  be  an 
option  to  BPCTCA.  Plants  in  the  render¬ 
ing  subcategory  which  do  not  discharge 
to  municipal  treatment  systems  but 
which  currently  achieve  no  discharge 
have  already  reached  eflluent  controls 
beyond  BPCTCA.  For  those  rendering 
plants  y^iich  do  discharge  to  navigable 
waters,  BPCTCA  was  found  to  be  bio¬ 
logical  treatment  using  anaerobic- 
aerobic  lagoons.  Again,  the  addition  of 
mechanical  aeration  to  the  treatment 
scheme  may  be  helpful,  or  activated 
sludge  treatment  may  be  substituted  for 
the  lagoons.  All  three  types  of  treatment 
are  being  utilized  Inr  rmdering  plants 
although  the  simple  multi-chamber 
anaerobic-aerobic  lagoon  system  clearly 
prevails. 

Best  available  technology  economically 
achievable  (BATEA)  is  substantially 
the  same  for  all  subcategories  (exept 
small  processors  for  which  BPCTCA  is 
no  disdiarge).  Principal  modifications 
to  BPCTCA  to  achieve  BATEA  are  in 
treatment  and  controls  to  remove  the 
nutrient  parameters  phosphorus  and 
ammonia.  Further  significant  reductions 
in  organic  load  and  suspended  solids 
would  also  be  required.  The  nutrient  con¬ 
trols  are  not  now  being  practiced  by 
plants  in  the  subcategories;  rather,  the 
technology  Is  defined  on  the  basis  of 
substantial  experience  on  municipal 
wastes  (phosphorus  precipitation),  and 
reasonably  well  documented  success  on 
ammonia  control  (air  stripping  and  re¬ 
lated  concepts  in  the  petroleum  refining 
Industry).  Reductions  In  the  organic 
load  (expressed  as  BOD)  and  suspended 
solids  are  commensurate  with  levels 
being  achieved  by  at  least  two  plants  in 
the  Industry  segments  discussed  herein 
and  are  further  in  accord  with  perfor¬ 
mance  for  at  least  two  other  plants  in 
the  slaughterhouse/packinghouse  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  meat  industry. 

With  the  exception  of  requirements  to 
control  ammonia  in  the  rendering  sub¬ 
category,  best  available  demonstrated 
control  technology  (BADT)  for  new 
sources  is  the  same  as  that  described  for 
BPCTCA  for  all  subcategories.  The  bi¬ 
ological  treatment  systems  for  the  best 
rendering  plants  are  already  achieving 
the  ammonia  levels  required;  the  ad¬ 
dition  of  refined  ammonia  control  sys¬ 


tems  would  not  appear  to  be  necessary. 

At  most,  the  addition  of  mechanical 
aeration  to  an  otherwise  total  lagomi 
system  may  be  contemplated. 

The  lack  of  sufficient  data  on  ammonia 
precludes  a  similar  requirement  for  any 
plants  in  the  meat  processor  subcate¬ 
gories.  However,  data  that  are  available 
show  that  ammonia  is  generally  low  in 
discharges  from  these  plants. 

While  not  of  great  concern  in  this  in¬ 
dustry,  solid  waste  control  must  be  given 
some  consideration.  Best  piwcticable  con¬ 
trol  technology  and  best  available  con¬ 
trol  technology  as  they  are  known  today 
require  disposal  of  the  pollutants  re¬ 
moved  from  waste  waters  in  this  indus¬ 
try  in  the  form  of  solid  wastes  and  liquid 
concentrates.  In  most  cases  these  are 
non-hazardous  substances  requiring 
only  minimal  custodial  care.  However, 
some  constituents  may  be  hazardous  and 
may  require  special  consideration.  In 
order  to  ensure  long-term  protection  of 
the  environment  from  these  hazardous 
or  haimful  constituents,  special  consid¬ 
eration  of  disposal  sites  must  be  made. 
All  landfill  sites  where  such  hazardous 
wastes  are  disposed  should  be  sheeted 
so  as  to  prevent  horizontal  and  vertical 
migration  of  these  contaminants  to 
ground  or  surface  waters.  In  cases  where 
geologic  conditions  may  not  reasonably 
ensiire  this,  adequate  legal  and  mechan¬ 
ical  precautions  (e.g.,  impervious  liners) 
should  be  taken  to  ensure  long-term 
protection  to  the  enviremment  from  haz¬ 
ardous  materials.  Where  appropriate, 
the  location  of  solid  hazardous  materials 
disposal  sites  should  be  permanently 
recorded  in  the  appropriate  office  of 
legal  jurisdiction. 

(V)  Cost  estimates  for  control  of  waste 
water  pollutants.  Total  investment  cost 
to  the  plants  within  all  subcategories  for 
achieving  limitations  for  best  pracUca- 
Ue  contnd  technology  current^  avail¬ 
able  is  estimated  to  range  between  $3.0 
and  $5.0  million.  Costs  per  Individual 
plant  will  range  from  1^  than  $10.0 
thousand  for  all  subcategories  of  meat 
processors  to  $55.0  thousand  for  large 
rendering  plants.  Such  costs  are  to  be 
considered  Incremental  to  previous  out¬ 
lays  since  no  information  is  available  to 
Indicate  that  any  plants  are  discharging 
raw  wastes;  rather,  all  plants  that  are 
discharging  have  some  type  of  treatment 
in  place.  Thus,  the  per-plant  costs  re¬ 
flect  estimates  of  capital  expenses  re¬ 
quired  to  Improve  these  existing  facili¬ 
ties.  In  some  cases  this  cost  will  be 
effectively  zero  since  housekeeping  and 
operational  Improvements  may  resolve 
any  difficulty  without  capital  expendi¬ 
tures. 

(Vi)  Energy  requirements  and  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  impacts. 
Incremental  increases  in  energy  con¬ 
sumption  tor  meeting  BPCTCA  is  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  less  than  0.1  percent  of  total 
energy  consumption  for  rendering  plants 
and  about  1.4  percent  for  meat  processor 
Idants. 

Any  sludges  reciulrlng  ultimate  dis¬ 
posal  In  landfills  would  be  compatible 
organic  nutrient  sources,  and  readily 


managed.  Odor  problems  of  any  signifl-  - 
oance  could  not  be  identified. 

(vii)  Economic  impact  analysis.  Pollu¬ 
tion  control  costs  to  the  meat  processing 
segment  amount  to  5.0  to  7.0  percent  of 
the  average  annual  capital  expenditures 
(about  $40.0  million)  for  the  period 
1963-1973.  Large  meat  processors  alone 
accounted  for  about  the  same  amo\mt 
in  capital  expenditiure  during  1973  which 
Indxistry  trend  toward  integrated  slaugh¬ 
terhouses  and  packinghouse  operations 
and  larger  processing  plants.  As  a  result 
of  this  tren^  and  the  overwhelming  rela¬ 
tive  number  of  plants  using  municipal 
treatment  facilities,  significant  adverse 
economic  Impact  on  this  segment  is  not 
foreseen.  However,  approximately  16  out 
of  an  estimated  376  plants  in  the  size 
category  of  6000-40,000  lbs.  per  day  of 
final  product  are  believed  to  be  suscepti¬ 
ble  to  closing  due  to  the  requirements 
for  BPCTCA,  and  up  to  23  additional 
plants  in  this  size  range  may  be  endan¬ 
gered  by  BATEA  requirements.  The  latter 
estimate  is  highly  conservative  since  re¬ 
quirements  for  denitrification  of  effluents 
(nitrate  limitations)  have  been  deleted, 
because  the  costs  of  denitrification  con¬ 
stituted  a  disproportionate  amount  (40.0 
percent)  of  the  original  total  cost  esti¬ 
mates. 

Rendering  plants  may  expect  a  rimiia-r 
level  of  pollution  control  costs  (7.0  to  ‘ 
10  percent)  related  to  average  ftTinim] 
capital  expenditures.  Ihe  industry  has 
already  made  substantial  commitments 
and  progress  in  poUutlcm  control  includ¬ 
ing  air  quality  controls.  Economic  pro¬ 
jections  show  that  many  smaJi  pimits  are 
susceptible  to  closure  due  to  market  con- 
diti<ms,  but  the  trend  may  be  accelerated 
by  BPT  limitations.  Some  40  to  60  amaJi 
plants  are  potentially  susceptiUe  to  do- 
sure  but  at  least  3  small  plants  are  known 
to  be  achieving  the  limitations,  and  a 
number  of  others  (19  identified  to  date) 
have  applied  for,  or  received.  EPA  dls- 
dutrge  permits  implying  that  treatment 
or  control  systems  are,  or  soon  will  be. 
In  place.  Forty-five  percent  of  all  small 
plants,  about  80  to  90  of  210,  are  achiev¬ 
ing  no  discharge  of  pollutants;  another 
20  percent  or  more  discharge  to  munic¬ 
ipal  systems.  Potential  implications  for 
public  health.  i.e.,  disposal  of  dead  ani¬ 
mals  if  a  local  rendering  plant  is  forced 
to  dose,  would  be  the  prime  concern 
beyond  any  loss  in  overall  by-product 
productivity  or  nnployment.  Even  in  the 
Instance  of  public  health,  however,  a 
review  of  the  geographical  distribution 
of  a  substantial  portion  of  the  total  of 
450  jdants  in  the  Industry  reveals  the 
likelihood  that  larger  plants  are  located 
in  a  way  which  would  result  in  the  ab¬ 
sorption  of  Uie  inputs  to  dosed  plants. 
However,  in  some  localized  instances  the 
services  of  picking  up  dead  animals  may 
be  disrupt^  or  reduced;  at  the  same 
time  burial  or  landfill  dlsix)6al  may  be  a 
practical  alternative. 

The  reports  entitled  “Development 
Dociunent  for  Proposed  Effliuent  Limita¬ 
tions  Guidelines  and  New  Source  Per¬ 
formance  Standards  for  the  Meat  Proc¬ 
essor  Segment  of  the  Meat  Products 
Point  Source  CTategory"  and  “Develop- 
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ment  Document  for  Proposed  Effluent 
Limitations  Guidelines  and  New  Source 
Performance  Standards  for  tbe  Rend- 
erer  Segment  of  the  Meat  Products  Point 
Source  Category”  detail  the  analysis  un¬ 
dertaken  In  support  of  the  relation 
being  proposed  herein  and  are  available 
for  Inspe^lon  In  the  EPA  Information 
Center,  Room  227,  West  Tower,  Water¬ 
side  Mall,  Washlngtcm,  D.C.,  at  all  EPA 
regional  offices,  and  at  State  water  p<d- 
lutlon  control  offices.  Supplementary 
analyses  prepared  for  ESPA  of  the  possible 
economic  effects  of  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tion  are  also  available  for  Inspection  at 
these  locations.  Copies  of  these  docu¬ 
ments  are  being  sent  to  pers<»is  or  in¬ 
stitutions  affected  by  the  proposed  reg¬ 
ulation,  or  who  have  placed  themselves 
on  a  mailing  list  for  this  purpose  (see 
EPA’s  Advance  Notice  of  Public  Review 
Procedures,  38  FR  21202,  August  6. 
1973).  An  additional  limited  number  of 
copies  of  all  reports  are  avallaUe.  Per- 
BODs  wishing  to  obtain  a  copy  may  write 
the  EPA  Information  Center,  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency,  Washington, 
D.C.  20460,  Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B. 
Wlsman. 

On  Jime  14,  1973,  the  Agency  pub¬ 
lished  procedures  designed  to  Insure  that, 
when  certain  major  standards,  regula¬ 
tions,  and  guidelines  are  proposed,  an 
explanation  of  their  basis,  purpose  and 
environmental  effects  Is  made  available 
to  the  public  (38  FR  15653) .  The  proce- 
ditres  are  applicable  to  major  standards, 
regulations  and  guidelines  which  are 
proposed  on  or  after  December  31,  1973, 
and  which  prescribe  national  standards 
of  environmental  quality  or  require  na¬ 
tional  emission,  effluent  or  performance 
standards  and  limitations. 

The  Agency  determined  to  Implement 
these  procedures' In  order  to  Insure  that 
the  public  was  M>prlsed  of  the  environ¬ 
mental  effects  of  its  major  standards 
setting  actions  and  was  provided  with 
detailed  backgnmnd  information  to  assist 
It  in  commenting  on  the  merits  of  a  pro¬ 
posed  action.  In  brief,  the  procedures 
call  for  the  Agency  to  make  puMlc  the 
information  available  to  it  delineating 
the  major  nonenvlronmental  factors 
affecting  the  decision,  and  to  explain 
the  viable  options  available  to  it  and  the 
reasons  for  the  optkm  selected. 

Tbe  procedures  contemplate  publica- 
tl<«  of  this  Information  in  the  Fedskal 
Register,  where  this  is  practicable.  They 
provide,  however,  that  where,  because  of 
the  len^h  oi  these  materials,  such  pub¬ 
lication  Is  Impracticable,  the  material 
may  be  made  available  in  an  alternate 
format. 

The  reports  oititled  “Devd(g)ment 
Document  for  Proposed  Effluent  Limita¬ 
tions  Qulddlnes  and  New  Source  Per¬ 
formance  Standards  for  the  Meat  Proc¬ 
essor  Segments  (ff  the  Meat  Products 
Point  Source  Category”  and  "Develop¬ 
ment  Document  f(Mr  Proposed  Effluent 
limitations  Guidelines  and  New  Source 
Performance  Standards  for  the  Rend^er 
Segment  of  the  Meat  Products  Point 
Source  Category”  contain  informatkm 
available  to  the  Agency  CKmcemlng  the 


major  environmental  effects  of  the  regu¬ 
lation  premosed  btiow.  Including:  (1) 
The  pcdhitants  presently  discharged  into 
the  Nation’s  waterways  by  manufac¬ 
turers  of  processed  meat  products  or  by¬ 
products  and  the  degree  of  pollution 
reduction  obtainable  from  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  pr(H>06ed  guidelines  and 
standards  (see  particularly  Sections  IV, 
V,  VI,  IX,  X,  and  XI) ;  (2)  The  antici¬ 
pated  effects  of  the  proposed  regulation 
on  other  aspects  of  the  environment  in¬ 
cluding  air,  solid  waste  disposal  and  land 
use,  and  noise  (see  particularly  Section 
vm) ;  and  (3)  Options  available  to  the 
Agency  In  developing  the  proposed  regu¬ 
latory  system  and  the  reasons  for  its 
selecting  the  particular  levels  of  effluent 
reduction  which  are  proposed  (see  par¬ 
ticularly  Sections  VI,  Vn,  and  vni) . 

The  supplementary  reports  entitled 
“Economic  Analysis  of  Proposed  Effluent 
Guidelines  MEAT  PROCESSING  IN¬ 
DUSTRY",  and  “Economic  Analysis  of 
Proposed  Effluent  Guidelines  INDE¬ 
PENDENT  RENDERING  INDUSTRY” 
contain  estimates  of  the  cost  of  poUu- 
ti(m  control  requirements  and  an  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  possiffie  effects  of  the  proposed 
regulation  on  prices,  production  levels, 
emplosrment,  communities  in  which  meat 
processing  or  rendering  plants  are  lo¬ 
cated,  and  international  trade.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  Development  Documents  de¬ 
scribe,  in  Section  vm.  the  cost  and 
energy  consumption  Implications  of  the 
proposed  regulations. 

The  four  reports  described  above  in  the 
aggregate  exceed  600  pages  in  length  and 
contain  a  substantial  number  of  charts, 
diagrams,  and  tables.  It  is  clearly  im¬ 
practicable  to  publish  the  material  con¬ 
tained  in  these  documents  in  the  Federal 
Register.  To  the  extent  possible,  signifi¬ 
cant  aspects  of  the  material  have  been 
presented  in  summary  form  in  foregoing 
portions  of  this  preamble.  Additional  dis¬ 
cussion  is  contained  In  the  following 
analysis  of  comments  received  and  the 
Agency’s  response  to  them.  As  has  been 
indicated,  the  documents  are  available 
for  inspection  at  the  Agency’s  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  and  regional  offices  and  at  State 
water  pollution  control  agency  offices. 
Copies  of  each  have  been  distributed  to 
persons  and  Institutions  affected  by  the 
proposed  regulations  or  who  have  placed 
themselves  (m  a  mailing  list  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  Finally,  so  l<xig  as  the  supply  re¬ 
mains  available,  additkmal  copies  may  be 
obtained  from  the  Agency  as  described 
above. 

When  this  regulation  Is  promulgated, 
revised  copies  of  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ments  will  be  available  from  the  Super¬ 
intendent  of  Documents,  Government 
Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402. 
Ccmles  of  the  Economic  Analysis  will  be 
available  through  the  National  Technical 
Information  Service,  Springfield,  Vir¬ 
ginia  22151. 

(c)  Summary  of  public  participation. 

Prior  to  this  publication,  the  agencies 
and  groups  listed  bdow  were  consulted 
and  given  an  oimortunlty  to  participate 
in  the  development  of  effluent  limitations, 
guiddines  and  standards  proposed  for 
the  meat  products  point  source  category. 


All  participating  agencies  have  been  in¬ 
formed  of  project  developments.  Initial 
drafts  of  the  Development  Documents 
were  sent  to  all  participants  and  com¬ 
ments  were  solicited  on  those  reports. 
The  following  are  the  principal  agencies 
and  groups  consulted;  (1)  Effluent 
Standards  and  Water  Quality  Informa¬ 
tion  Advisory  Committee  (established 
under  section  515  of  the  Act) ;  (2)  all 
State  and  U.S.  Territory  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Agencies:  (3)  other  public  agencies, 
interest  groups,  and  associations:  Ohio 
River  Valley  Sanitation  Commission: 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission:  U.S. 
Department  of  the  Interior :  U.S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce:  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Water 
Resources  Council:  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture:  The  (iJonservation  PoTmda- 
tlon:  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  Inc.: 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council : 
American  Society  of  Cfivll  Engineers: 
Water  Pollution  Control  Federation:  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Federation:  American  In¬ 
stitute  of  Chemical  Engineers:  National 
Independent  Meat  Packers  Association: 
American  Association  of  Meat  Proc¬ 
essors:  American  Meat  Institute,  and. 
National  Renderers  Association. 

The  following  responded  with  com¬ 
ments:  State  of  Kentucky:  American 
Institute  of  Chemical  Engineers:  Ameri¬ 
can  Association  of  Meat  Processors : 
Carver-Greenfidd  Corporation:  State  of 
Michigan:  State  of  Nebraska:  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Coimcil:  State  of- Indiana:  State 
of  Miimesota:  State  of  North  Carolina: 
State  of  New  York:  National  Renderers 
Association:  American  Meat  Institute: 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior:  State 
of  Wisconsin;  and  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission. 

The  primary  Issues  raised  In  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  proposed  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  guidelines  and  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  and  the  treatment  of  these  is¬ 
sues  herein  are  as  follows: 

(1)  A  common  criticism  was  that  the 
costs  of  achieving  the  various  levels  of 
effluent  control,  particularly  the  cost  of 
meeting  best  practicable  control  technol¬ 
ogy  currently  available,  were  under¬ 
estimated. 

A  rather  detailed  evaluation  of  cost 
Information  developed  in  the  course  of 
the  study  of  these  Industry  segments 
reveals  the  cost  estimates  to  be  gen¬ 
erally  valid  and  representative  of  “typi¬ 
cal”  conditions.  In  this  regard,  an  addi¬ 
tional  item  of  discussion  on  80-<^ed 
“batch”  rendering  plants  covering  costs 
for  achieving  BP<jrCA  is  being  prepared 
for  subsequent  inclusion  In  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  in  recognition  of  cer¬ 
tain  distinctions  from  “continuous”  ren¬ 
dering  plants.  Sufficient  data  are  not 
available  for  ascertaining  the  degree  to 
which  the  costs  for  specific  plan  condi¬ 
tions  may  diverge  from  the  average  costs. 
However,  such  divergence  in  the  extrnne 
would  tq>pear  unlikely,  except  for  very 
unusual  circumstances,  since  the  techni¬ 
cal  profile  of  the  “typical”  plants  in  each 
subcategory  as  described  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Documents  wmear  quite  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  production,  raw  waste, 
effluent  treatment  and  other  salient  fea- 
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tures  of  the  industry.  Nevertheless,  the 
available  data  Is  somewhat  limited  in 
scope;  consequently,  the  Agency  wishes 
to  encourage  the  submission  of  any  spe¬ 
cific  itemized  cost  data  and  related  in¬ 
formation  for  existing  plants  in  any 
subcategories  to  add  to  present  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  cost  profiles  and  cost 
impact. 

(2)  A  nxunber  of  comments  expressed 
concern  that  data  gathered  and  utilized 
for  the  study  was  not  properly  manipu¬ 
lated  or  anal3rzed  to  reflect  the  true  char¬ 
acteristics  of  the  industry  segments  as 
portrayed  by  that  data. 

With  relatively  minor  changes  found 
to  be  required,  all  data  received  and  siun- 
marized  in  the  Development  Documents 
accurately  refiect  all  appropriate  statis¬ 
tics  and  characteristics  as  reported  in 
the  questionnaires,  on-site  sampling  re¬ 
ports,  EPA  permit  records,  state  pollu¬ 
tion  control  records,  and  literature 
sources  utilized  in  these  studies.  As  a 
matter  of  clarification,  it  should  be  ex¬ 
plained  that  while  any  and  all  available 
data  were  used  in  some  manner,  the  pre¬ 
ponderance  of  information  used  to  char¬ 
acterize  subcategories  originated  from 
primary  sources  (i.e.,  questionnaire  data 
from  the  industry,  pollution  control  re¬ 
ports  from  state  agencies,  etc.)  which 
were  considered  to  generally  refiect  more 
typical  conditions  for  a  given  plant.  An¬ 
other  primary  source,  field  sampling  and 
site  visit  data,  was  used  foremost  to  ver¬ 
ify  general  validity  of  other  primary 
data,  but  was  also  used  as  a  specific  data 
entry  for  tabular  or  descriptive  informa¬ 
tion  if  no  other  primary  source  of  such 
data  existed.  Secondary  sources  such  as 
published  literature  were  used  only  as 
background  information  that  would  bear 
upon  discussions  of  subcategories,  waste 
characteristics,  and  limitations. 

(3)  A  substantial  munber  of  com¬ 
ments  reflected  general  concurrence  in 
the  suggested  limitations,  but  some  res¬ 
ervations  regarding  the  efBcacy  of  com¬ 
plete  nutrient  controls,  particularly  ni¬ 
trates,  Kjeldahl  nitrogen  and  phosphorus 
using  best  available  technology  economi¬ 
cally  achievable. 

While  limited  additional  information 
has  been  made  available,  treatment  con¬ 
cepts  which  would  achieve  control  of 
nitrates  and  Kjeldahl  nitrogen  are 
poorly  defined  as  to  reliable  capability 
and  costs.  The  Agency  ^ees  that  limi¬ 
tations  based  upon  denitrification  tech¬ 
nology  may  be  subject  to  significant 
variability  in  practice  when  such  tech¬ 
nology  is  utilized;  requirements  for  de¬ 
nitrification  (i.e.,  the  removal  of  nitrates, 
nitrites,  and  Kjeldahl  nitrogen)  have 
been  removed  from  recommended  regu¬ 
lations  at  this  time.  On  the  other  hand, 
chemical  precipitation  of  phosphorus  is  a 
well  established  technical  concept.  Even 
though  phosphorus  control  has  not  been 
specifically  practiced  by  meat  processors 
or  renderers,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  controls  could  not  be  applied  with 
great  success.  Moreover,  the  ability  to 
maximize  in-plant  controls  and  house¬ 
keeping  procedures  Is  a  viable  option  to 
minimize  sources  of  phosphorus  in  the 


raw  waste  waters  and  reduce  or  eliminate 
specific  treatment  requirements. 

(4)  The  criticism  was  made  that 
plants  in  the  small  processor  subcategory 
shoiild  not  be  required  to  achieve  “no 
discharge”  when  all  larger  plants  were 
allowed  to  discharge  under  BPCTCA. 

Of  the  nearly  100  small  plants  pro¬ 
viding  Information  to  the  study,  90  per¬ 
cent  discharged  to  municipal  treatment 
systems;  all  plants  not  using  municipal 
facilities  already  achieved  no  discharge 
using  septic  tanks  with  subsurface  drain- 
fields,  or  a  holding  basin.  No  information 
was  available  to  indicate  that  either  bio¬ 
logical  treatment  of  the  type  used  by 
larger  plants  was  practiced  or  that  such 
treatment  would  represent  a  cost  effec¬ 
tive  option  to  plants  of  this  size. 

(5)  The  cc»nment  was  made  that  the 
economic  Impact  of  BPCTCA  limitations 
would  be  unusually  severe  for  all  small 
renderers  who  presently  discharge  par¬ 
tially  treated  process  waste  waters  to 
navigable  waters. 

As  discussed  above  in  subsection  vil, 
“Economic  impact  analysis”,  the  Agency 
disagrees  that  all  small  plants  will  close 
or  otherwise  be  substantially  affected  by 
limitations  based  upon  BPC7TCA.  At  the 
same  time,  the  Agency  fully  recognizes 
that  a  significant  portion  of  the  small 
plants  are  of  marginal  economic  viability, 
and  would  necessarily  be  confronted  by 
the  need  for  some  additional  capital  ex¬ 
penditures  to  meet  Uie  requirements  im¬ 
posed  by  BPCTCA.  It  Is  also  recognized 
that  the  potential  disruption  of  rendering 
services  on  local  rural  areas  if  plants  do 
close  is  worthy  of  consideration.  While 
the  available  data  upon  which  a  final  de¬ 
cision  could  be  based  is  quite  limited, 
tentative  consideration  is  being  given  to 
exempting  any  renderer  which  processes 
up  to  75,000  potmds  of  raw  materials  per 
day  from  requirements  of  BPCTTCA.  Sub¬ 
mission  definitive  Information  in  sup¬ 
port  of,  or  opposition  to,  this  considera¬ 
tion  is  encouraged  by  the  Agency,  par¬ 
ticularly  as  to  number  of  affected  plants, 
t3Des  of  treatment  used  by  affected 
plants,  specific  waste  discharge  data.  In¬ 
formation  on  small  plants  already  meet¬ 
ing  BPCTCA  (Including  “no  disohsuge” 
technology)  or  related  Information. 

(6)  The  comment  was  made  that  the 
meat  cutter  subcategory  may  affect 
plants  in  both  manufacturing  (SIC  2013) 
and  wholesale  trade  (SIC  5147) ,  as  des¬ 
ignated  in  the  Standard  Industrial  Clas¬ 
sification  Manual,  OfiBce  of  Management 
and  Budget,  1972. 

The  Agency  agrees  that  some  overlap 
in  SIC  code  designation  may  dev^op  for 
a  given  meat  cutter  operation.  It  should 
be  emphasized  that  the  subcategory  was 
derived  on  the  basis  of  technical  con¬ 
sistencies;  whereas,  the  SIC  code  Is  pri¬ 
marily  a  commercial  and  econt^c  pro¬ 
file  designation.  The  intent  Is  to  deal 
explicitly  with  the  production  concepts 
characteristic  of  a  meat  cutter  without 
expressed  regard  for  ttie  ultimate  dls- 
posltlcm  of  final  products,  l.e.,  whether 
retail  or  whcdesale.  PCX'  the  purposes  of 
the  meat  cutter  subcategory,  the  de¬ 
scription  common  to  the  meat  Industry 


Is  “fabricator”  (a  manufacture  of  fresh 
meat  cuts)  who  may  s^  products  to 
distributors,  institutional  buyers,  and  the 
like.  The  more  classical  “butcher  shop” 
distributor,  grocery  stores  or  othe  retail 
trade  operations  are  not  covered  by  the 
subcategory. 

(7)  One  commenter  raised  a  question 
about  the  economic  feasibility  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  guideline  for  processors  In  the 
6,000  to  40,000  lbs.  per  day  of  final  prod¬ 
uct  size  range,  pointing  out  that  the 
economic  analysis  Indicated  that  over 
40  percent  of  the  direct  dischargers  in 
this  group  could  be  forced  to  close  by  the 
1977  requirements  and  that  all  of  the 
remaining  direct  dischargers  In  tiie  group 
could  be  forced  to  close  by  1983. 

The  commenter  Is  correct  in  that  the 
analysis  indicates  that  direct  dischargers 
In  the  size  range  are  dlspn^rtlonately 
Impacted  by  the  guidelines.  This  Is  true, 
partially  because  of  their  existing  low 
project  margins  as  compared  with  those 
of  larger  plants,  and  partial^  because 
of  minimiun  technology  costs  which  pro¬ 
duce  higher  per  unit  effluent  contnd  costs 
for  this  group  than  for  larger  plants. 
However,  since  the  estimated  closures  are 
based  on  the  analysis  of  one  representa¬ 
tive  (model)  plant  In  that  range, 
there  is  reason  to  believe  that  not  all  of 
the  plants  In  that  group  would  be  im¬ 
pacted  to  the  same  degree  and  that  all  of 
them  may  not  In  reality  be  forced  to  (dose. 
This  will  be  especially  true  if  the  plants 
have  access  to  less  expulsive  treatment 
technologies  such  as  spray  irrigation  or 
septic  fields,  or  If  It  can  be  determined 
that  significant  levels  of  control  are  al¬ 
ready  in  place.  The  Agency  encourages 
the  submission  of  Informatlmi  in  this 
regard  and  will  continue  to  study  the 
problem.  Consideration  will  be  given  to 
an  appropriate  modification  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  these  plants  prior  to 
promulgation  of  the  guidelines. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  In 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  Minrltten 
comments  in  triplicate  to  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Enviroiimental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460, 
Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wlsman.  Com¬ 
ments  on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed  reg¬ 
ulation  are  solicited.  In  the  event  ccxn- 
ments  are  in  the  nature  of  criticisms  as 
to  the  adequacy  of  data  which  are  availa¬ 
ble,  or  which  may  be  relied  upon  by  the 
Agency,  comments  should  Identify  and. 
If  possible,  ixovlde  any  additional  data 
which  may  be  available  and  should  in¬ 
dicate  why  such  data  are  essential  to 
the  development  of  the  regulations.  In 
the  event  comments  address  the  ap¬ 
proach  taken  by  the  Agency  In  establish¬ 
ing  an  effluent  limitations  guideline  or 
standard  of  performance,  EPA  solicits 
sxiggestions  as  to  what  alternative  ap¬ 
proach  should  be  taken  and  why  and 
how  this  alternative  better  satisfies  the 
detailed  requirements  of  sections  301, 
304(b) ,  306  and  307  of  the  Act. 

A  copy  of  all  public  ccxnments  will  be 
available  for  inspection  and  (x^ylng  at 
the  EPA  Information  Center,  Room  227, 
West  Tower,  Waterside  MaB.  401  M 
Street  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  A  copy 
oi  preliminary  draft  contractor  reports. 
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the  Development  Documents  and  eco¬ 
nomic  studies  referred  to  above,  and  cer¬ 
tain  supplementary  materials  supporting 
the  study  of  the  Industry  concerned  will 
also  be  maintained  at  this  location  for 
public  review  and  copying.  The  EPA  In¬ 
formation  regulation,  40  CPR  Part  2, 
provides  that  a  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged  for  copying. 

All  comments  received  on  or  before 
September  27,  1974  will  be  considered. 
Steps  previously  taken  by  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  to  facilitate 
public  response  within  this  time  period 
are  outlined  in  the  advance  notice  con¬ 
cerning  public  review  procedures  pub¬ 
lished  on  August  6,  1973  (38  FR  21202) . 
In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  40  CFR 
Part  432  Is  hereby  proposed  tc  be 
amended  as  follows. 

Date :  August  9, 1974. 

John  Quarles, 

Acting  Administrator. 

PART  432— EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 

GUIDEUNES  FOR  EXISTING  SOURCES 
AND  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE 
AND  PRETREATMENT  STANDARDS  FOR 
NEW  SOURCES  FOR  THE  MEAT  PROD¬ 
UCTS  POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Subpart  E — Small  Processor  Subcategoiy 

^.60  Applicability;  description  of  the 

amaii  processor  subcategory. 

432.61  Specialized  definitions. 

432.62  Effluent  limitations  guldeUnes  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

432.63  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

432.64  Reserved. 

432.56  Standards  of  performance  for  new 
sources. 

432.50  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sorurcee. 

Subpsrt  F — Meat  Cutter  Subcategory 

432.00  AppllcabUlty;  description  of  the 

meat  cutter  subcategory. 

432.01  l^ecialized  definitions. 

432.02  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

432.03  Effluent  limitations  gtildelines  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appU- 
catien  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 
432.04  Reserved. 

432.05  Standards  of  performance  for  new 
sources. 

432.00  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpsrt  Q— Sausage  and  Luncheon  Meats  Proc¬ 
essor  Subcategory 

432.70  Applicability;  description  of  the 

sausage  and  luncheon  meat  proc¬ 
essor  subcategory. 

432.71  Specialized  definitions. 

432.72  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 


Sec. 

432.73  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  i^)- 
pUcstlon  of  the  beat  available 
technology  economically  achiev¬ 
able. 

432.74  Reserved. 

432.75  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

soiirces. 

432.70  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpart  H — Ham  Processor  Subcategoiy 

432.80  Applicability;  description  of  the 

ham  processor  subcategory. 

432.81  Specialized  definitions. 

432.82  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

432.83  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available 
technology  economically  achiev¬ 
able. 

432.84  Reserved. 

432.85  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

432.80  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpart  I — Canned  Meats  Processor  Subcategory 

432.90  Applicability;  description  of  the 

canned  meats  processor  subcate¬ 
gory. 

432.91  Specialized  definitions. 

432.92  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently ' 
available. 

432.93  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available 
technology  economically  achiev¬ 
able. 

432.94  Reserved. 

432.96  Standards  of  performance  for  new 
-  sources. 

432.90  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpsrt  J — Renderer  Subcategory 

432.100  Applicability;  description  of  the 

renderer  subcategory. 

432.101  Specialized  definitions. 

432.102  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  avall- 
-  able. 

432.103  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available 
technology  economically  achiev¬ 
able. 

432.104  Reserved. 

432.106  Standards  of  performance  for  new 
sources. 

432.100  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

Subpart  E — Small  Processor  Subcategory 

§  432.50  Applicability;  description  of 
the  small  processor  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  discharges  resulting  from 
the  production  of  finished  meat  products 
such  as  fresh  meat  cuts,  smoked  prod¬ 
ucts,  canned  products,  hams,  sausages. 
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luncheon  meats,  or  similar  products  by  a 
small  processor. 

S  432.51  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  The  term  “small  processor’  shall 
mean  an  operation  that  produces  up  to 
2730  kg  (6000  lb)  per  day  of  any  type  or 
combination  of  finished  products. 

(c)  The  term  “finished  product”  shall 
mean  the  final  manufactured  product  as 
fresh  meat  cuts,  hams,  bacon  or  other 
smoked  meats,  sausage,  luncheon  meats, 
stew,  canned  meats  or  related  products. 

§  432.52  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  tbe  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account 
all  information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  manufacturing  processes,  prod¬ 
ucts  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  Industry 
subcategorization  and  efiBuent  levels 
established.  It  is,  however,  possible  that 
data  which  would  affect  these  limita¬ 
tions  have  not  been  available  and,  as  a 
resfflt,  these  limitations  should  be  ad¬ 
justed  for  certain  plants  in  this  indus¬ 
try.  An  individual  discharger  or  other 
Interested  person  may  submit  evidence 
to  the  Regional  Administrator  (or  to  the 
State,  if  the  State  has  the  authority  to 
issue  NPDES  permits)  that  factors  re¬ 
lating  to  the  equipment  or  facilities  in¬ 
volved,  the  process  applied,  or  other  such 
factors  related  to  such  discharger  are 
fimdamentally  different  from  the  factors 
considered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  toose  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less 
stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by 
such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  En;dronmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  ini¬ 
tiate  proceedings  to  revise  these  regula¬ 
tions. 

The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  soiuxe  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart  after  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available:  There  shall 
be  no  discharge  of  process  waste  water 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters. 
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§  432. S3  Effluent  limitations 

representing  the  degree  of  effluent  ro» 
diietion  attainable  hy  the  applicatkm 
of  the  best  available  tecbnologj  eco- 
nomieallj  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  p(d- 
lutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  stibject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart  after  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achlevaUe:  There  shall  be 
no  dlschsuge  of  process  waste  water  pol¬ 
lutants  to  navlg^e  waters. 

§  432.54  [Reserved] 

§  432.55  Standards  of  perfturmance  for 
new  sources. 


S  432.61  Specialized  definitions. 

Pbr  the  purpose  of  this  8u]:^>art : 

(a)  Except  ae  iMPvlded  bfflow,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreylatlons  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  In  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  The  term  “meat  cutter”  shall 
mean  an  (g>eratlon  which  fabricates, 
cuts,  or  otherwise  produces  fresh  meat 
cuts  and  related  finished  products  from 
livestock  carcasses,  at  rates  greater  than 
2730  kg  (6000  lb)  per  day. 

(c)  The  term  “finished  product”  shall 
means  the  final  manufactured  prodiict 
as  fresh  meat  cuts  Including,  but  not 
limited  to,  steaks,  roasts,  chops,  or  bone¬ 
less  meats. 


practicable  control  technology  cturently 
available: 
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The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties  which 
may  be  discharged  by  a  new  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  subi>art: 
There  shall  be  no  discharge  of  process 
waste  water  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters. 

§  432.56  Pretreatment  standards  for 

new  sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  small  processor  subcategory, 
which  is  a  user  of  a  publicly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works  (and  which  would  be  a  new 
source  subject  to  section  306  of  the  Act, 
if  It  were  to  discharge  pollutants  to  the 
navigable  waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard 
set  forth  In  40  CFR  Part  128,  except  that, 
for  the  piupose  of  this  section,  40  CFR 
128.133  shall  be  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
In  40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
for  IncxMnpatlble  pollutants  Introduced  Into 
a  pubUcly  owned  treatment  works  shall  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  somces 
specified  In  40  CFR  432.15;  Provided,  that.  If 
the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed,  In  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  Incompatible  pollutant,  the 
pl^treatment  standard  S4>pllcable  to  users 
of  such  treatment  works  shall,  except  In 
the  case  of  standards  providing  for  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants,  be  corre^ondingly  re¬ 
duced  In  stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  incompatible  pollutants 
established  under  40  CFR  128.133  as 
amended  herein,  the  efBuent  standards 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  432.55  above  shall 
not  apply  and,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  40  CFR  Part  128  concerning  pretreat¬ 
ment,  process  waste  water  from  this 
subcategory  may  be  Introduced  Into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works. 

Subpart  F — Meat  Cutter  Subcategory 

§  432.60  Applicability ;  description  of 
the  meat  cutter  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
fabrication  or  manufacture  of  fresh  meat 
cuts  such  as  steaks,  roasts,  chops,  etc. 
by  a  meat  cutter. 


§  432.62  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  cont^  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
In  this  section,  EPA  took  Into  account  all 
information  It  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  manufacturing  processes,  prod¬ 
ucts  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub- 
categorlzatlon  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  Is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  In  this  Industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  Interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  Issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipment  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied,  or 
other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis¬ 
charger  are  fundamentally  different  from 
the  factors  considered  In  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis  of 
such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fundamentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document.  If  such  funda¬ 
mentally  different  factors  are  found  to 
exist,  the  Regional  Administrator  or  the 
State  shall  est^llsh  for  the  discharger 
effluent  limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit 
either  more  or  less  stringent  than  the 
limitations  established  herein,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  dictated  by  such  fundwnentally  dif¬ 
ferent  factors.  Such  limitations  must  be 
approved  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The 
Administrator  may  approve  or  disap¬ 
prove  such  limitations,  specify  other  lim¬ 
itations,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 


(Encash  nnlts)  IbAOOO  Ib  o(  tlnidied  prodoet 


BOD#_r=::=::=  Oi  0.015 

a036— _ _ ^  0.018 

on  and  0. 012.i=.:i.j _ rjs'  0. 008 

pH  Within  the  3 

range  0.0  to 
9.a 

Feeal  edUorms _ Maxlmamzt 

any  time  400 
mpoAOO  ml) 


§  432.63  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  available  techn^ogy  eco¬ 
nomically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion.  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable: 

Efflumt  Umltatlons 

Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  valuea  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kgAkg  of  finished  product 


B0D5.^=z3.-=::3r.  0.018.. 0.009 
TS8..:ri3.:^=;=:;.=  0-024  0.012 

Oil  and  grease..-3ir3  0.012.  0. 008 


(English  units)  IbAOOO  Q>  of  finlsbed  product 


BOI>J„;:=r:=r=^3::=  0.018.-=;r;==:3=  A  009 

T88.-r. _ .^3=3=  0.024. A  012 

oil  and  greese..'.3.33  0A12..3.3.3.3.i'3  0.008 


Milligrams  per  Uter— effluent 


Ammonia.. 3.-.-3. 33  8.0..3333'.3333333  4.0 

Phosphorus _ 4.0 . . 3  2.0 

pH . . WltWn  the  -..-3-.3 . 3.. _ ; 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  conforms . Maximum  at  . 

any  time 
400  mpnAOO 
mL 


§  432.64  Reserved. 

§  432.65  Standards  of  perfrurmance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
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pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  dls- 


charged  by  a  new  source  subject  to  tihe 
provisions  of  this  subpart: 

Effluent  limitations 

Effluent 

characteristic 

Maximum  for 
any  one  day 

Average  of  dally 
values  for  thirty 
consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 

(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 

Bom 

...  0.030 . 

0.015 

TSS 

_  0.086 . 

0.018 

Oil  and  grease.... 
pH  . . 

...  0.012 . 

a006 

Fecal  collforms.., 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

.V.  Maximum  at 

any  time  ^ 
mpn/lOO  ml. 


(English  units)  IbAOOO  lb  of  finished  product 

BOD5 . <r.030 . ;  0. 015 

T88 .  0.036 .  0. 018 

Oil  and  grease _ 0.012 _ ....  0.006 

pH . Within  the  . . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coUforms . Maximum  at  . . 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOO  ml. 

§  432.66  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

(a)  The  pretreatment  standards  imder 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  meat  cutter  subcategory, 
which  is  a  user  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  (and  which  would  be 
a  new  source  subject  to  section  306  of  the 
Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge  pollutants  to 
the  navigable  waters),  shall  be  the 
standard  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  128, 
except  that,  for  the  purpose  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  40  CFR  128.133  shall  be  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
in  40  CIFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
for  incompatible  pollutants  introduced  into 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shall  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
specified  in  40  CFR  432.65;  Provided,  That,  if 
the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  is  committed,  in  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  incompatible  pollutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users  of 
such  treatment  works  shall,  except  in  the 
case  of  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced  in 
stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  incompatible  pollutants 
established  under  40  CFR  128.133  as 
amended  herein,  the  effluent  standards 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  432.65  above  shall  not 
apply  and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  40 
CFR  Part  128  concerning  pretreatment, 
process  waste  water  from  this  subcate¬ 
gory  may  be  introduced  into  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works. 

Subpart  G — Sausage  and  Luncheon  Meat 
Processor 

§  432.70  Applicability;  description  of 
the  sausage  and  luncheon  meat  proc¬ 
essor  sub^tegory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 


manufacture  of  fresh  meat  cuts,  sausage, 
bologna,  and  other  Itmcheon  meats  by  a 
sausage  and  luncheon  meat  processor. 

§  432.71  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart; 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

-  (b)  The  term  “sausage  and  luncheon 
meat  processor”  shall  mean  an  operation 
which  cuts  fresh  meats,  grinds,  mixes, 
seasons,  smokes  or  otherwise  produces 
finished  products  such  as  sausage,  bo¬ 
logna  and  luncheon  meats  at  rates 
greater  than  2730  kg  (6,000  lb)  per  day. 

(c)  The  term  “finished  product”  shall 
mean  the  final  manufactured  product  as 
fresh  meat  cuts  including  steaks,  roasts, 
chops  or  boneless  meat,  bacon  or  other 
smoked  meats  except  hams,  sausage, 
bologna  or  other  luncheon  meats,  or  re¬ 
lated  products. 

§  432.72  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcategor¬ 
ization  and  effluent  levels  established.  It 
is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limitations  have  riot 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  Individual 
discharger  or  other  interested  person 
may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional 
Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the 
State  has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits)  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the  proc¬ 
ess  applied,  or  other  such  factors  related 
to  such  discharger  are  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  factors  considered  iri  the 
establishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evidence  or  other  available 
information,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  finding 
that  such  factors  are  or  are  not  funda¬ 
mentally  different  for  that  facility  com¬ 
pared  to  those  specified  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document.  If  such  fundamentally 
different  factors  are  found  to  exist,  the 
Regional  Administrator  or  the  State  shall 
establish  for  the  discharger  effluent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  llinita- 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 


The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available: 


EfiSuent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  pro<luct 


BOD5 . 0.48 .  0. 24 

T88 .  0.58 . 0.29 

Oil  and  grease . 0.20 .  0.10 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  conforms . Maximum  at 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOO  ml. 


(English  units)  IbAOOO  Ib  ot  finished  product 


BOD5 . 0.48 .  0.24 

TS8 . 0.68 .  0.29 

Oil  and  grea-se . 0.20 .  0. 10 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  colifomis . Maximum  at  . . 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOO  ml. 


§  432.73  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  availabte  technology  ero- 
noonically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable: 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  dail 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  thlrtyy 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units) 

kg/kkg  of  finished  product 

BOD*  .  028 

.  0. 14 

T8S . 0.38. 

Oil  and  grease . 0.20. 

.  0. 19 

.  0. 10 

(English  units) 

lb/1000  lb  of  finished  product 

BOm  028 

0  14 

T8.8  ..  oaa 

.  a  19 

_  0. 10 

Milligrams  per  liter — effluent 

Ammonia . 8.0 . At 

Pbospbortis. . 4.0 .  fit 

pH . . Within  the  range _ 

6.0  to  9.0. 

Fecal  collforms _ Maximum  at 

any  time  400 
mpnAOO  mL 
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§  432.74  [Reserved] 

§  432.75  Standards  of  performance  fmr 
nevr  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  tiie  quantity  or  quality 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  new  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart; 


Effluent  limitsUona 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

cbaracteristie  Maximum  for  values  lor  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 


BOD5 . a  48 .  a  24 

TSS . a  58 .  a  29 

oil  and  grease _ 0.20 . 0.10 

pn . Within  the  . . 

range  &0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  colifonns _ Maximum  at  . . . 

any  time  400 
mpojlOOml. 


(English  units)  Ib/lOOO  lb  of  finished  product 


BOT)S.~. . 0.48 .  a  24 

TSS . 0.68 .  a  29 

Oil  and  grease . 0.20 .  0.10 

pH . Within  the  . j 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  colifonns _ Maximum  at  . .• 

an>  time  400 
mpn/100  ml. 


§  432.76  Pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources. 

(a)  The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  sausage  and  luncheon  meat 
processor  subcategory,  which  Is  a  user 
of  a  publicly  owned  treatment  wcMics 
(and  which  would  be  a  new  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  section  306  of  the  Act,  If  it  were  to 
discharge  pollutants  to  the  navigable 
waters) ,  shat  be  the  standard  set  forth 
in  40  CPR  Part  128,  except  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section,  40  CFR  128.133 
shall  be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in 
40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard 
fc«’  incompatible  pollutants  Introduced  Into 
a  pubUcly  owned  treatment  works  shall  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  soiirces 
specified  In  40  CIPB  432.75:  ProtHdeA.  That, 
If  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  poUutcmts  Is  committed.  In  Its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  Incompatible  pmiutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  usmb  of 
such  treatment  woriu  shall,  except  In  the 
case  of  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced  in 
stringency  for  that  pollutcmt. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  incompatible  pollutants 
established  under  40  CFR  128.133  as 
amended  herein,  the  efiSuent  standards 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  432.75  above  shall  not 
apply  and,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
40  CFR  Part  128  concerning  i>retreat- 
ment,  process  waste  water  from  this  sub¬ 
category  may  be  introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works. 


Subpart  H — Ham  Processor  Subcat^ory 

§  432.80  Applicability;  descriptioii  of 
the  ham  processor  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
manufacture  of  hams  alone  or  in  combi¬ 
nation  with  other  finished  products  by 
a  ham  processor. 

§  432.81  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  suid  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  The  term  “ham  processor”  shall 
mean  an  operation  which  manufactures 
hams  alone  or  in  combination  with  other 
finished  products  at  rates  greater  than 
2730  kg  (6000  lb)  per  day. 

(c)  The  term  “finished  products”  shall 
mean  the  final  manufactmod  product  as 
fresh  meat  cuts  including  steaks,  roasts, 
chops  or  boneless  meat,  smoked  or  cured 
hams,  bacon  or  other  smoked  meats, 
sausage,  bologna  or  other  luncheon 
meats. 

§  432.82  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  efflnent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  tlie  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  avaUable. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section.  EPA  took  into  account  sdl 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  develop 
and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  suid  size  of  plant,  raw  mate¬ 
rials,  manufacturing  processes,  products 
produced,  treatment  technology  avail¬ 
able,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  elBuent  levels  established. 

It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limitations  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual 
discharger  or  other  interested  person 
may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  per¬ 
mits)  that  factors  relating  to  Uie  equip¬ 
ment  or  facilities  involved,  the  process 
applied,  or  other  such  factors  related  to 
such  discharger  are  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  factors  considered  in  the 
establishment  of  the  gxildellnes.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evidence  or  other  available 
lnformatl(m,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fimdamentally  different  for  that  facUl^ 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  factors  are  found  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  efSuent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 


such  limitations,  specify  other  llmita- 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  ai^Ucation  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
avallaUe: 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  dally 

eharacteiistio  Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 


/ 

■c 

BOD« . .  0.54„... _ 0.27 

TSS . 0.64 .  a  32 

Oil  and  grease . 0. 22 .  a  11 

pH . .  Within  the  . i 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  collforms _ Maximum  at  t . . a 

any  time  400 
mpn/100  mL 


(English  uniU)  lb/1000  lb  of  finished  product 


BOI>5_ . .;.™.  a54 . . .  0.27 

TSS . 0.64 .  0.32 

Oil  and  grease _ 0.22 . . .  ail 

pH _ _ _ _  WitUn  the  _ ^ 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  collforms..^.  Maximum  at  _ j 

any  time  400 
mpn/100  mb 


§  432.83  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  efflnent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  available  technology  eco¬ 
nomically  acliievable. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
sifi^rt  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable: 


Effluent  Umitetlona 


Efflnent  Average  of  dally 

eharacterlstle  Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  oonseentlve  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 


BODI . . 0A2 fi  18 

TSS . 0.42 . ;  a  21 

OQ  and  grease _ 0.22 - -  ail 


(English  units)  Ih/1000  lb  of  finished  product 


nnnx  - .r—. 

0X2 _ r  .i. 

a  10 

THR  .  _  .  _ 

0.42 . 

0.21 

022  _ - 

au 

Milligrams  per  liter— efflnent 


Ammonia.. 8.0..ri^=v™^  4.0 

Phosphorus _ 4.0 - - .;  2.0 

pH _ _ _ Within  the  i. - x 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  collforms.....  Maximum  at  _ x 

any  time  400 
mpnAOOmb 
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§  432.84  [Reserved.l 

§  432.85  Standards  of  perfwmancc  tar 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establi^  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent  Umitatloac 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maxlnmm  for  values  (or  thirty 
any  one  day  eonaecutlve  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  nsHs)  kg/kkg  of  finished  t^odnct 


BODI_=:=^^  0.S4.=;;;:=:;==3  AST 

T88..;.==...-j=r;  a32 

OU  and  Kraase..:^::  0.22.  a  11 

Within  the 
range  AO  to 
B.a 

Fecal  colilorms...::  Maxi  mum  at 
any  time  400 
mpnAOOml. 


(English  units)  Ib/lOOO  Ih  of  finished  prodoet 


O.S4.™iiX^r:.^  fiW 

TS8 . 0.64... _ :  a«2 

Oil  and  greaae..»^  0.22 _ _ i  A 11 

pH _ ;  Within  the  - .i 

range  0.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coBlorms...::  Maxlnnun  at  . .x 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOOml. 


S  432.86  Pretrcatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

(a)  The  pretreatment  standards  un¬ 
der  section  307  (c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
within  the  ham  processor  subcategory, 
which  Is  a  user  of  a  publicly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works  (and  which  would  be  a  new 
source  subject  to  section  306  of  the  Act, 
If  it  were  to  discharge  pollutants  to  the 
navlgaUe  waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard 
set  forth  In  40  CFR  Part  128,  except  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  section,  40  CFR 
128.133  shall  be  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
In  40  CVR  138.131,  the  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ard  for  Inconqiatible  pollutants  Introduced 
Into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shall 
be  the  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  t^ecified  in  40  CFR  432.85;  Provided, 
That,  if  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
which  receives  the  pollutants  is  committed. 
In  its  NFDES  permit  to  remove  a  q>ecified 
percentage  of  any  incompatible  pollutant, 
the  pretreatment  standsitl  applicable  to 
users  of  such  treatment  works  shall,  except 
in  the  case  of  standards  providing  for  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  re¬ 
duced  in  stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

For  the  purpose  of  pretreatm«it  stand¬ 
ards  for  incompatible  pollutants  estab¬ 
lished  under  40  CFR  128.133  as  amended 
herein,  the  effluent  standards  set  forth  in 


40  CFR  432.85  above  shall  not  apply  and, 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  40  CFR  128 
concerning  pretreatment.  process  waste 
water  from  this  subcategory  may  be  In¬ 
troduced  Into  a  publicly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works. 

Subpart  I— Canned  Meats  Processor 
Subcategory 

S  432.90  Applicability;  description 

the  eanned  meats  processor  subcate¬ 
gory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  discharges  resulting  from 
t^  manufacture  of  canned  meats  alone 
or  In  combination  with  any  other  fin¬ 
ished  products,  by  a  canned  meats  proc¬ 
essor. 

§  432.91  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviatlcms  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  In  40  CFR 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  The  term  “canned  meat  proces¬ 
sor”  shsdl  mean  an  operation  which 
manufactures  (»nned  meats  (such  as 
stew,  sandwich  spreads,  or  other  canned 
meats)  alone  or  in  combination  with 
other  finished  products  at  rates  greater 
than  2730  kg  (6000  lb)  per  day. 

(c)  The  term  “finished  products” 
shall  mean  the  final  manufactured 
product  as  fresh  meat  cuts  Including 
steaks,  roasts,  chops  or  boneless  meat, 
hams,  bacon  or  other  smoked  meats, 
sausage,  bologna  or  other  luncheon 
meats,  stews,  sandwich  spreads  or  other 
canned  meats. 

§  432.92  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
In  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account  all 
Information  It  was  able  to  collect,  develop 
and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors  (such 
as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  materials, 
manufacturing  processes,  products  pro¬ 
duced,  treatment  technology  available, 
energy  requirements  and  costs)  which 
can  affect  the  industry  subcategorization 
and  effluent  levels  establishecL  It  Is,  how¬ 
ever,  possible  that  data  which  would  af¬ 
fect  these  limitations  have  not  been  avail¬ 
able  and,  as  a  result,  these  limitations 
should  be  adjusted  for  certain  plants  in 
this  Industry.  An  individual  discharger 
or  other  interested  person  may  submit 
evidence  to  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  to  the  State,  If  the  State  has  the  au¬ 
thority  to  Issue  NPDES  permits)  that 
factors  relating  to  the  equipment  or  fa¬ 
cilities  involved,  the  process  applied,  or 
other  such  factors  related  to  sixh  dis¬ 
charger  are  fundamentally  different 
from  the  factors  considered  in  the  estab¬ 


lishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not  fim- 
damentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  In  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundamentally 
different  factors  are  found  to  exist,  the 
regional  Administrator  or  the  State  shall 
establish  for  the  discharger  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  In  the  NPDES  permit  either  more 
or  less  stringent  than  the  limitations 
established  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated 
by  such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  Ini¬ 
tiate  proceedings  to  re^dse  Uiese  regula¬ 
tions. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pol¬ 
lutant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  (x>ntrol  teidmology  currently 
available: 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent 

characteristic 

Average  ot  dally 
Maximum  (or  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  eonsecutive  days 
■hall  not  exceed 

(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  o(  finished  product 

BOD5. - 

0.86.:^.—.-.— =5 

ass 

a40 

a  13 

T8S . 

OJm  . - 

Oil  and  oease 

0.!!B  .  -  - 

range  6.0  to 

9.0. 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOOmL 

(English  units)  IbAOOO  Ib  o(  finished  product 

no™ - - 

0.68—-.—--- — • 

0.33 

0.40 

T88 . . 

0.80 _ ; _ i..-  .1 

Oil  and  grease _ 

pH  ._  _ 

0.26 _ - 

a  18 

Fecal  coliforms..-;:.. 

range  6.0  to 

Bt). 

any  time  400 
mpn/100  ml. 

§  432.93  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  tlie  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  available  technology  eco¬ 
nomically  adiievaUe. 

The  following  limitations  establish  the 
(luantlty  or  quality  of  pollutants  or  pollu¬ 
tant  properties,  controlled  by  this  sec¬ 
tion,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  tills 
subpart  after  application  of  tiie  beet 
available  technology  economicidly 
achievable: 
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Effluent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  daj^ 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 


nnns 

...  0.34 . 

0.17 

TSS . . 

...  0.44 . 

0.22 

OH  and  grease.... 

...  0.26 . 

0.13 

(English  units)  IbAOOO  lb  of  finished  product 


BOD5 . 

...  0.34 . 

— 

0.17 

TrtS 

_ 0.44 . 

0.22 

Oil  and  grease.... 

...  0.26 . 

0.13 

Milligrams  per  liter — effluent 


Ammonia. 8.0 _ 4.0 

Phosphorus.. . 4.0 . .  2.0 

pH . . Within  the  . . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coUforms _ Maximum  at  _ 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOO  ml. 


§  432.94  [Reserved.] 

§  432.95  Standards  of  performance  for 
nevr  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  new  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent  limitations 

E  ffluent  Average  of  dally 

characteristic  Maximum  lor  values  lor  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  finished  product 


0.66 . .  0.33 

T88 . ; . 0.80 .  0.40 

Oil  and  grease _ 0.26.. . .  0.13 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coliforms _ Maximum  at  . . 

any  time  400 
mpn/lOOmL 


(English  units)  IbAOOO  lb  of  finished  product 


BODf . 0.66....;;:..^r:;;:=  0.33 

T88 .  0.80 . 0.40 

Oil  and  grease _ 0.26 _ 0. 13 

pH . —  Within  the  . . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coUforms _ Maximum  at  . . . . 

any  time  400 
mpnAOOmL 


§  432.96  Pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources. 


In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
In  40  C7R  128.131,  the  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ard  for  incompatible  pollutants  introduced 
into  a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shaU 
be  the  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  specified  In  40  CFR  432.95;  Provided, 
That,  if  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works 
which  receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed, 
in  its  NFDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified 
percentage  of  any  incompatible  pollutant, 
the  pretreatment  standard  applicable  to 
users  of  such  treatment  works  shaU,  except 
in  the  case  of  standards  providing  for  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  re¬ 
duced  in  stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  incompatible  pollutants 
established  imder  40  CFR  128.133  as 
amended  herein,  the  efiSuent  standards 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  432.95  above  shall 
not  apply  and,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  40  CFR  Part  128  concerning  pretreat¬ 
ment,  process  waste  water  from  this  sub¬ 
category  may  be  introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works. 

Subpart  J — Renderer  Subcategory 

§  432.100  Applicability;  description  of 
the  renderer  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  discharges  resulting  from 
the  manufacture  of  meat  meal,  dried 
animal  by-product  residues  (tankage), 
animal  oils,  grease  and  tallow,  per¬ 
haps  including  hide  curing,  by  a 
renderer. 

§  432.101  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forUi  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  The  term  “renderer”  shall  mean 
an  independent  or  off -site  rendering  op¬ 
eration,  conducted  separate  from  a 
slaughterhotise,  packinghouse  or  poul¬ 
try  dressing  or  processing  plant,  which 
manufactures  meat  meal,  tankage,  ani¬ 
mal  oils,  grease,  and  tallow,  and  may 
cure  cattle  hides,  but  excluding  marine 
oUs,  fish  meal,  and  fish  oUs. 

(c)  The  term  “tankage”  ^all  mean 
dried  animal  by-product  residues  used 
in  feedstuffs. 

(d)  The  term  “tallow”  shall  mean  a 
product  made  from  beef  cattle  or  sheep 
fat  that  has  a  melting  point  of  40°  C.  or 
greater. 

(e)  The  term  “raw  material”  or  as 
abbreviated  herein,  “RM”  shall  mean 
the  basic  input  materials  to  a  rendered 
composed  of  smimal  and  poultry  trim¬ 
mings,  bones,  meat  scraps,  dead  ani¬ 
mals,  feathers  and  related  usable  by¬ 
products. 


available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  whl(di  can  affect  the  Industry 
subcategorization  and  effluent  levels 
established.  It  is,  however,  possible  that 
data  which  woul(l  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating 
to  the  equipment  or  facilities  Involved, 
the  process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  fxmda- 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors 
are  found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  or  the  State  shall  establish 
for  the  discharger  effluent  limitations 
in  the  NPDES  permit  either  more  or 
less  stringent  than  the  limitations  es¬ 
tablished  herein,  to  the  extent  dic¬ 
tated  by  such  fimdamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  a];n>rove  or  dlsai^rove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subpara¬ 
graph  (b),  the  following  limitations  es¬ 
tablish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 
pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  point  soirnce  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart  after  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available: 

Effluent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 


(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  raw  material 


BOD6 . 0.30.i- . . . .  0.15 

T88 .  0.40 .  0.20 

on  and  grease . .  0.20 .  a  10 

pH . .  Within  the  . . 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coliforms _ Maximum  at  . a 

any  time  400 
mpnAOO  ml. 


(a)  The  pretreatment  standards  un¬ 
der  section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  source 
writhin  the  caimed  meats  processor  sub¬ 
category,  which  is  a  user  of  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  (and  which 
would  be  a  new  source  subject  to  sec¬ 
tion  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge 
pollutants  to  the  navigable  waters) ,  shall 
be  the  standard  set  forth  in  40  C)FR 
Part  128,  except  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  this  section,  40  CFR  128.133  shall 
be  amended  to  read  as  follows: 


§  432.102  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  wras  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  £^e  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  n^antifacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 


(English  units)  IbAOOO  lb  of  raw  material 


BOD6 . . . 0.30 .  0.15 

T88 .  0.40 .  a  20 

OH  and  grease _ 0.20 .  a  10 

pH . Within  the  . a 

range  6.0  to 
9.0. 

Fecal  coUfonns . Maximum  at  . a 

any  time  400 
mpnAOO  mL 

(a)  The  limitations  given  In  paragraph 
(a)  for  BODS  and  TS8  are  derived  for  a 
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Tenderer  which  does  no  cattle  hide  curing  lowing  empirical  formulas  should  be  used 
as  part  of  the  plant  activities.  If  a  ren-  to  derive  an  additive  adjustment  to  the 
derer  does  conduct  hide  cxudng,  the  fol-  effluent  limitations  for  BODS  and  TS8. 


BODS  Adjustment  (kg/kkg  RM)  = 


8.0  X  (number  of  hides) 
kg  of  raw  material 


Ob/lOOO  lb  RM)  = 


17.6  X  (number  of  hides) 
lbs  of  raw  material 


TSS  Adjustment  (kg/kkg  RM)  = 


11.0  X  (number  of  hides) 
kg  of  raw  material 


ab/lOOOlb  RM)  = 


24.2  X  (number  of  hides) 
lbs  of  raw  material 


§  432.103  Effluent  limitati<His  guide¬ 
lines  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  attainable  by  the 
application  of  the  hest  availahle  tech- 
ntdogy  economically  achievable. 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(b),  the  following  limitations  establish 
the  quahtity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable: 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent 

characteristic 

Maximum  for 
any  one  day 

Average  of  dally 
values  for  thirty 
consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 

(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  raw  material 


BOD6 . 

..  0.14 . 

0.07 

TSS . 

..  0.20 . 

0.10 

..  0.10 . 

0.05 

..  0.04 . 

0.02 

Phosphorus . 

..  0.10 . 

ao5 

pH . 

...  Within  the  range . 

e.OtoS.0. 

Fecal  coUforms . Maximum  at 


any  time  400 
mpn/100  ml. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  daily 

cbaracteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive 
days  shall  not 
exceed 


(English  units)  Ib/1000  lb  of  raw  material 


BOD« . 

TSS . 

...  0.14 . 

....  0.20 . 

o.Qir 
a  10 

Oil  and  grease.. 

....  0.10 . 

....  0.04 . 

ao6 

0.02 

Phosphorus.... 
pH . 

....  0.10 . 

_ Within  the  range  ... 

........ 

ao6 

6.0  to  9.0. 

Focal  colifonns . Maximum  at 


any  time  400 
mpn/100  ml. 


(b)  The  limitations  given  in  paragraph 
(a)  for  BODS  and  TSS  are  derived  for  a 
Tenderer  which  does  no  cattle  hide  cur¬ 
ing  as  part  of  the  plant  activities.  If  a 
Tenderer  does  conduct  hide  curing,  the 
following  empirical  formulas  should  be 
used  to  derive  an  additive  adjustment  to 
the  effluent  limitations  for  BODS  and 
TSS. 


BODS  Adjustment  (kg/kkg  RM)  = 


3.6  X  (number  of  hides) 
kg  of  raw  material 


Ob/1000  lb  IIM)  = 


7.9  X  (number  of  hides) 
lbs  of  raw  material 


TSS  Adjustment  (kg/kkg  RM)  = 


6.2  X  (number  of  hides) 
kg  of  raw  material 


Ob/ 1000  lb  RM)  = 


13.6X  (number  of  hides) 
lbs  of  raw  material 


§  432.104  [Reserved] 

§  432.105  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  standards  of  perfomi- 
ance  establish  the  quantity  or  quality  of 


pollutants  or  pollutant  properties,  con¬ 
trolled  by  this  section,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  new  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart:  The 
limitations  shall  be  as  specified  in  S  432.- 
102,  with  the  exception  that  in  addition 


to  the  pollutants  or  pollutant  pn^>erties 
controlled  by  that  subsection,  discharges 
of  ammonia  shall  not  exceed  the  limita¬ 
tions  set  forth  below: 


Effluent 

characteristic 

Effluent  limitations 

Average  of  daily 
Maximum  for  values  for  thirty 
any  one  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not  exceed 

(Metric  units)  kg/kkg  of  raw  material 

Ammonin 

a  34  0. 17 

(English  units)  IbAOOO  lb  of  raw  material 

Ammonia . 

0.84  a  17 

§  432.106  Pretreatment  standards  for 
new  sources. 

(a)  The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act  for  a  soiu'ce 
within  the  Tenderer  subcategory,  which 
is  a  user  of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  (and  which  would  be  a  new  source 
subject  to  section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were 
to  discharge  pollutants  to  the  navigable 
waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard  set  forth 
in  40  CPR  Part  128,  except  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  this  section,  40  CTR  128.133 
shall  be  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
In  40  CFR  128.131,  the  pretrestment  standard 
for  Incompatible  pollutants  Introduced  Into 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  shall  be 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new  sources 
specified  In  40  <3PR  432.105;  Provided,  That, 
If  the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed,  In  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  per¬ 
centage  of  any  Incompatible  pollutant,  the 
pretreatment  standard  applicable  to  users  of 
such  treatment  works  shall,  except  m  the 
case  of  standards  providing  for  no  discharge 
of  pollutants,  be  correspondingly  reduced 
In  stringency  for  that  pollutant. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  pretreatment 
standards  for  incompatible  pollutants 
established  imder  40  CFR  128.133  as 
amended  herein,  the  effluent  standards 
set  forth  in  40  CFR  432.105  above  shall 
not  apply  and,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  40  CFR  Part  128  concerning  pretreat¬ 
ment,  process  waste  water  from  this  sub- 
category  may  be  Introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works. 
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